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I 
MINUTES: Special Senate Meeting, 28 October 1977 
Presiding Officer: J. Arthur Keith, Chairman 
Recording Secretary: Esther Peterson 
The meeting was called to order at 4:00p.m. 
Chairman Keith announced the only item of business for this special meeting was to informally 
share some ideas and to discuss issues, concerns and problems regarding the university with 
the Board of Trustees: Linda Clifton, Thomas Gailbraith, Don Broughton, James Hogan and 
Sterling Munro. 
The discussion opened with Mr. Keith listing items of concern: the Board's concept of shared 
governance and how they see it continuing under their direction; the problem of tenure; 
questions concerning promotion, merit and salary and how the Board and Faculty Senate can work 
together on that; questions which have been raised about off-campus assignments and the effect 
they have on faculty morale and faculty expectations and faculty loads. 
Members of the Board expressed the view that the Trustees are anxious to get together with 
faculty in an informal way and suggested anyone wishing to go to Board meetings and express 
themselves on matters that are heard before the Board are welcome to do so. 
One question that was addressed was: How important in the Trustees' views will the concept o f 
shared governance be as they interview prospective candidates for the presidency. 
The feeling was expressed that the faculty should have some opportunity to meet with the five 
candidates for the presidency on campus when they come for a visit before a final decision is 
made. This would depend on the availability of the candidate and the time frame within which 
the Board needs to decide. It was suggested one way would be to hold a general faculty meeting 
at which faculty members could meet the individual candidates as they come, and at which the 
candidates could make some sort of presentation responding perhaps to general issues that the 
Board and the faculty wish to ask them to respond to, including how they see their role in term s 
of shared governance. An alternative suggestion would be for the candidates to go around and 
meet the faculty members in every school. 
An observation was made that until this time the selection process has been confined to the 
Search Committee charged with the responsibility of screening the cand i dates. Now, people need 
to know what happens next and how the rest of the campus may be involved in the process of final 
decision. 
It was agreed that one of the things that has to be determined now is the kind of questions that 
should be asked of the candidates and defining those questions so that each candidate will be 
asked the same thing. It is important that a procedure be developed for the faculty to meet 
the candidates and to communicate their reactions back to the Board. 
The discussion moved on to the topic of tenure and how tenure decisions are affected by the 
financial condition of the university and enrollment. The Board was asked to give some specific 
answers concerning tenure decisions. 
The Trustees responded that they are interested in hearing proposals regarding the tenure issue. 
The observation was made that the important thing everyone should keep in mind is the question 
of what the purpose of the institution is. 
One concept of the definition of tenure was that it is really to protect members of the facult y 
in their exercise of academic freedom in a fundamental way. 
On e of the points discussed was the question of what will happen to faculty members who, in the 
future, come up for tenure. If the institution is faced with a financial exigency or RIF, will 
the Board be able to justifiably grant tenure simultaneously with a Reduction in Force. It 
was suggested that a plan should be formulated for the University and that RIF and tenure 
decisions be made in accordance with that plan. 
The Trustees suggested they would like to see everybody work together to come up with an answer 
of how a balanced program can be maintained: a plan of what Central should be in the next 10 
or 20 years and how they can str e ngthen Central now. Concern was expressed by members of the 
Board that the institution may have to face a reduction in faculty positions and they need an 
idea of what the opinion of faculty would be as to whether it should be tenured and non-tenured, 
just tenured, or just non-tenured people to be let go. 
A reply wa s that there needs to be a program and staffing should be by need and by program. The 
v i ce president and a committee are now working on a four quarter operation plan which would be 
an a lternative to reducing the formula by RIF. It was suggested that perhaps an overall structure 
should be worked on together. 
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Mr. Keith pointed out that the Faculty Code has a RIF policy which has as a central issue the 
existance of an academic plan and the identification of essential programs; yet since RIF has 
not been used, the academic plan has rtot been fully developed. Perhaps this is the time to 
develop that plan. 
He also mentioned that the Board of Trustees has indicated they are desirous of establishing 
a joint task force of trustees, faculty and administration to work together on matters concern-
ing promotions, merit and salary, and which could extend to other issues as well. 
The Trustees will be meeting in a joint session with trustees from other four year colleges in 
December in mobilizing to try to get the legislature and governor informed on what consequences 
can be of lower financial support for higher education. 
The Board of Trustees were asked if they approve of the concept of normal maturation and regular 
increments on a salary scale and would they support a type of salary schedule which has pro-
visions for automatic increases. 
Trustees expressed some support for an incremental salary schedule by stating that up to a point 
a person is more valuable to the institution because he has gotten experience. 
Mr. Keith said it really comes down in terms of how does the Board react tn a fundamental issue 
in terms of how the budget is built. Every biennium the President and Board of Trustees submit 
a budget request that is based on some kind of average on seven states and try to point out that 
our professors are below other universitjes and colleges. Do the Trustees believe in and would 
they support a budget on an incremental maturational salary scale. 
The matter of a rumor that CWU is closing was mentioned. However, the Board of Trustees 
assured the Senate that they have absolute assurance from the Governor there is no danger of 
the university closing. 
The meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m. 
I. ROLL CALL 
A G E N D A 
Special Faculty Senate Meeting 
4:00p.m., Friday, October 28, 1977 
Faculty Development Center 
Bouillon Building 
II. BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
The Faculty Senate will ask the Board of Trustees to respond 
to the following issues: 
1. How does the concept of shared governance fit in the 
operational policies and procedures of the Board of 
Trustees? How important will that concept be when 
decisions are made to select a new president? 
2. What is the relationship of tenure decisions and financial 
conditions of the university? The Faculty Code establishes 
criteria for the awarding of tenure, but within their 
discretionary authority for awarding tenure, the past 
actions of the Board imply a criterion of financial 
stability. If tenure is denied in departments or 
programs with low enrollment, then should tenure be 
awarded in departments or programs where there is adequate 
student enrollment? 
3. What are the expectations for funding annual increments, 
merit and promotions? 
4. What are the expectations for off-campus programs? What 
are the ramifications for determining faculty load? 
Senators are encouraged to invite other members from their Departments. 
